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Abstract. The remarkable progress in cosmic microwave background (CMB) studies over
past decade has led to the era of precision cosmology in striking agreement with the ΛCDM
model. However, the lack of power in the CMB temperature anisotropies at large angular
scales (low-ℓ), as has been confirmed by the recent Planck data also (up to ℓ = 40), although
statistically not very strong (less than 3σ), is still an open problem. One can avoid to seek an
explanation for this problem by attributing the lack of power to cosmic variance or can look
for explanations i.e., different inflationary potentials or initial conditions for inflation to begin
with, non-trivial topology, ISW effect etc. Features in the primordial power spectrum (PPS)
motivated by the early universe physics has been the most common solution to address this
problem. In the present work we also follow this approach and consider a set of PPS which
have features and constrain the parameters of those using WMAP 9 year and Planck data
employing Markov-Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) analysis. The prominent feature of all the
models of PPS that we consider is an infra-red cut off which leads to suppression of power at
large angular scales. We consider models of PPS with maximum three extra parameters and
use Akaike information criterion (AIC) and Bayesian information criterion (BIC) of model
selection to compare the models. For most models, we find good constraints for the cut off
scale kc, however, for other parameters our constraints are not that good. We find that sharp
cut off model gives best likelihood value for the WMAP 9 year data, but is as good as power
law model according to AIC. For the joint WMAP 9 + Planck data set, Starobinsky model
is slightly preferred by AIC which is also able to produce CMB power suppression up to
ℓ ≤ 30 to some extent. However, using BIC criteria, one finds model(s) with least number
of parameters (power law model) are always preferred.
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1 Introduction
Anisotropies in the temperature and polarization of cosmic microwave background (CMB)
have information about the early universe and can be used to study the primordial fluctua-
tions generated during inflation which lead to structure formation in the universe [1–6]. CMB
anisotropies are believed to be sourced by quantum fluctuations generated during inflation
[2, 3, 7, 8]. Thus by investigation of the CMB angular power spectrum, which completely
characterizes CMB anisotropies, one is able to probe the physics of the very early universe.
So far most CMB experiments indicate that CMB anisotropies are statistically isotropic
and Gaussian and so can be completely characterized by their two-point correlations or power
spectrum [9–11]. Although, almost all the CMB observations confirm that the six parameter
ΛCDM cosmological model best fits the observed data, still there are some anomalies which
have always been present from COBE to Planck. One of such anomalies has been the lack
of power in the CMB-TT power spectrum (CTTl ) at large angular scales or low-ℓ [12–14].
Recently, [15] studied the consistency of the standard ΛCDM model with the Planck data
using the Crossing statistic [16–18]. Their results indicate that the Planck data is consistent
to the concordance ΛCDM only at 2-3σ confidence level and lack of power at both high and
low ℓ’s with respect to concordance model. The low power at large angular scales can be
attributed to cosmic variance [19], still there have been efforts to explain this anomaly by
changing the potential of inflation field (for a comprehensive review check [20]), considering
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different initial conditions at the beginning of inflation [21–28], ISW effect [29], spatial curva-
ture [30], non-trivial topology [31], geometry [32, 33], violation of statistical anisotropies [34],
cosmological-constant type dark energy during the inflation [35], bounce from contracting
phase to inflation [36, 37], production of primordial micro black holes (MBH) remnants in
the very early universe [38], hemispherical anisotropy and non-gaussianity [39, 40], string
theory [41], loop quantum cosmology [42] etc. Although, inflationary ΛCDM model with
almost scale-invariant power spectrum has emerged most successful model from the recent
observations, it is important to note it does not uniquely confirm the generic picture of the
universe and the generalization of primordial power spectrum having additional features like
cut off, oscillations would be crucial in identifying specific inflationary models.
There are two main approaches which have been followed to probe the primordial power
spectrum of curvature fluctuations generated during inflation from the CMB anisotropies. In
the first approach no specific model of PPS is considered and the shape of PPS is directly
reconstructed from the data by deconvolution using different techniques [43–50]. The main
disadvantage of this approach is that the angular power spectrum does not have all the in-
formation about PPS due to nature of transformation kernel and some form of regularization
may be needed which penalizes models which have features not desired. Maximum Entropy
method [51] has also been applied for this purpose. Planck team has used a form of reg-
ularization which penalizes any model of PPS which deviates from a straight line and has
non-zero power at those scales at which there are no constrains [52]. The second approach
which has been used to probe the primordial power spectrum from the CMB data has been
to consider physically motivated models of the early universe, represented by a PPS with
features, and estimate the parameters of those from CMB data [21, 23, 36, 53–55]. Some
of the models of PPS are inspired from the change in physical conditions during inflation
represented by change in the potential of inflation during slow roll or initial conditions at
the beginning of inflation. In the present work, we consider a set of models of PPS which
were studied in [55] and try to constrain the parameters of those from the WMAP 9 year
and Planck data. We add a couple of other models also to our analysis. All the models we
consider have a common feature that they all have an infrared cut off in power at large scales
and match perfectly with the standard power law model at small scales.
The plan of this paper is as follows: In Section 2, we give a brief outline of inflationary
framework to introduce primordial power spectrum and its parameters and also give a short
introduction of the models (PPS) we consider for our analysis. In section 3, we present the
results of our analysis in the form of the best fit model parameters of PPS. We also give a
comparison of our models using Akaike information criterion (AIC) and Bayesian information
criterion (BIC) in this section. Discussion and conclusions of our work are given in the last
section.
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2 Inflationary fluctuations
Inflation is characterized by a phase in the early universe when the energy density of the
universe is dominated by a scalar field φ that can be characterized by a perfect fluid with
the diagonal components of the energy-momentum tensor given by the energy density ρφ and
pressure density pφ respectively [7, 8, 20].
ρφ =
1
2
φ˙2 + V (φ), (2.1)
and
pφ =
1
2
φ˙2 − V (φ), (2.2)
where V (φ) is the potential energy of the scalar field.
The dynamics of the scalar field that leads to inflation is governed by the following
equation (in FRW case):
φ¨+ 3Hφ˙+ V ′(φ) = 0 (2.3)
and
H2 =
1
3M2P l
(
1
2
φ˙2 + V (φ)
)
. (2.4)
Slow-roll inflation is characterized by two parameters ǫ and η which are defined as :
ǫ = −
H˙
H2
=
M2P l
2
(
V ′(φ)
V (φ)
)2
(2.5)
and
η = ǫ+ δ =M2P l
(
V ′′(φ)
V (φ)
)
, (2.6)
where
δ = −
φ¨
Hφ˙
. (2.7)
For inflation to happen we need ǫ << 1 and |η| << 1.
During inflation fluctuation δφ in the scalar field φ lead to fluctuation R in the spatial
curvature which are characterized by their two point correlation function under common
assumptions (homogeneity & isotropy):
〈R∗(k)R(k′)〉 = δ3(k− k′)∆2R(k) , Po(k) ≡
k3
2π2
∆2R(k) , (2.8)
where the angular brackets denote an ensemble average, δ is the Dirac delta function
and Po(k) is called primordial scalar power spectrum. In the standard ΛCDM cosmology the
shape of the primordial power spectrum in its simplest form can be expressed in power-law
parameterization. This model is referred to as Power Law model and can be obtained at
leading order slow-roll approximation of the single-inflation field [56]:
Po(k) = AS
(
k
k0
)ns−1
, (2.9)
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where ns is called spectral index (tilt parameter) and is expected to be close to 1, As is
spectral amplitude, k0 is the scalar pivot which is set equal to 0.05 Mpc
−1 throughout this
work. The scalar primordial power spectrum parameters can be calculated in terms of slow
roll parameters (ǫ, η) as
As ≃
V
24π2ǫM4P
, ns ≃ 1 + 2η − 6ǫ. (2.10)
In addition, to the scalar primordial power spectrum, inflation also predicts a tensor
spectrum Pt(k) due to gravity-wave (tensor) perturbations which is usually written in the
form
lnPt(k) = lnAt + nt ln
(
k
k0
)
, (2.11)
where At and nt are the tensor amplitude and spectral index respectively. In terms of slow
roll parameter these can be written as
At ≃
3V
2π2M2P
, r ≡
Pt
Po
≃ 16ǫ, nt ≃ −
r
8
. (2.12)
The major contribution to Pt(k) comes form the B-mode polarization and in light of recent
questions regarding the claims of the BICEP2 results [57–59], we will not use B-mode BICEP2
polarization data in our analysis and therefore assume r = 0 (or Pt(k) = 0) (i.e consider scalar
perturbations only).
The inflation theory predict a temperature fluctuations to be statistically isotropic with
very nearly Gaussian of zero mean, consistent with current observations. It is customary
to represent theoretical and experiment temperature power spectrum in terms of spherical
harmonics as [60]
∆T (nˆ)
T
=
∞∑
ℓ=1
m=ℓ∑
m=−ℓ
aℓm Yℓm(nˆ), (2.13)
where nˆ ≡ (θ, φ) is a unit direction vector on the sky, aℓm are complex quantities and Yℓm(nˆ)
are normalized spherical harmonics. Assuming CMB fluctuations to be Gaussian distributed,
then each alm is independent with exception equal to zero and Gaussian distributed:
< a∗lmal′m′ >= δll′ δmm′ Cl, (2.14)
where Cl is called the angular power spectrum. In practice, CMB angular power spectrum
Cℓ is computed using the two-point angular correlation function
C(nˆ1 · nˆ2) =
〈
∆T
T
(nˆ1)
∆T
T
(nˆ2)
〉
=
∞∑
ℓ=2
2ℓ+ 1
4π
Cℓ Pℓ(nˆ1 · nˆ2), (2.15)
where Pℓ is the Legendre polynomials. The measured angular power spectrum Cl is a robust
cosmological probe in constraining cosmological models, the position and amplitude of the
peaks being very sensitive to important cosmological parameters. Since Thomson scattering
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of an anisotropic radiation field also generates linear polarization [60], there are also angu-
lar power spectrum due to the polarization. The polarization anisotropies have a different
dependence on cosmological parameters than that for temperature power spectrum and can
provide a way to break degeneracies in various cosmological parameters. Moreover, since
polarization data is free from ISW effect one can easily separate out the contribution of low
CMB power due to ISW and infrared cut off. The polarization can be divided into parts that
come from curl (B-mode) and divergence (E-mode) yielding four independent angular power
spectra as CTTℓ ,C
EE
ℓ , C
TE
ℓ , C
BB
ℓ . The initial power spectrum P(k) is related to the angular
power spectrum Cℓ through
CXX
′
ℓ ∝
∫
dlnkP(k)TXℓ (k)T
X′
ℓ (k), (2.16)
where TXℓ (k) is the transfer function with X representing the CMB temperature or polariza-
tion.
One of the noteworthy outcomes from recent cosmological results, especially fromWMAP
and Planck, is the possibility of obtaining structural form of the primordial power spectrum
[61–64], which in turn has potential to differentiate strongly between various inflationary
models dominating early universe physics. The most commonly used primordial spectrum
is almost scale-invariant power law during inflation which went on to produce the observed
structure in the CMB. However, different inflationary models readily accommodate differ-
ent primordial spectra with radical departures from this simple picture, especially at low
k. Moreover, recent results of WMAP and Planck have confirmed the general picture of
the primordial power spectrum having a suppression at low k which could not be explained
by scale-invariant power law model. Deconvolution of CMB data strongly favors a cut off
around horizon scale 0.00001Mpc−1 < kc < 0.0009Mpc
−1 followed by a bump in a primordial
power spectrum [62, 63]. Motivated by the fact that primordial power spectra with a cut off
should give better likelihood than scale free power law model, we will next point out various
primordial power spectra which have cut off at low k arising due to the physics in the initial
phase of inflationary models.
In the present work we consider models of primordial power spectrum (PPS) which
suppress power at large scales (small-k) and agree at small scales with the standard power
law model since our aim here is to explain the deficiency of power at large angular scales in
CMB-TT power spectrum. By considering models with a large number of fitting parameters
it becomes easier to fit the data, however, any method of model comparison must penalize
models with a large number of fitting parameters. In the present work, we consider models
with at the most three extra parameters of PPS (apart from two usual parameters As and
ns). For model selection we will use AIC and BIC in the next section.
– 5 –
2.1 Model 1 : Power law (PL)
We consider the standard power law power spectrum “Po(k)” characterized by two parame-
ters, spectral index (ns) and amplitude As at some pivot scale k0. Since this model is a part
of the standard six parameters cosmological model therefore we compare the improvement
in the likelihood as compared to this model. P0(k) is give by Eq. (2.9) and can be rewritten
as:
lnP(k) = lnAs + (ns − 1) ln
(
k
k0
)
. (2.17)
All the models we consider in the present work can be written as modulation over the power
law model:
P(k) = P0(k)×F(k,Θ), (2.18)
where F(k,Θ) is the “modulation” part and Θ is a vector which characterizes the extra
parameters.
2.2 Model 2 : Running spectral index (RN)
Scale dependent spectral index ns, as characterized by an extra parameter αs called “running
index”, has been a part of the extension of the standard six parameter cosmological model and
is well motivated in the inflationary framework [56, 65–67]. In the slow-roll approximation,
αs, is second order term and is of the order of 10
−3 and therefore was assumed to be zero
for the power law model discussed in previous section. αs can be calculated in terms of slow
roll parameters as
αs ≃ −2ξ + 16ǫη − 24ǫ
2, (2.19)
where the slow roll parameter ξ is related to the third derivative of the inflationary potential
V (φ) in the following way
ξ =M4P l
V ′V ′′′
V 2
. (2.20)
Although, larger value of αs could produce suppression of CMB power, but sizable value of
αs will amount to violation of slow roll approximation. However, there are certain models
[65–69] where αs can be large, while still respecting the slow-roll approximation. Therefore,
in our analysis we also consider a model with non-zero αs.
Current CMB observations slightly favor a non-zero running model of PPS over the
standard power law PPS and in the present work we try to constrain the parameter αs with
the WMAP 9 year and Planck data. We use the standard parameterization for the running
which is given by the following equation.
lnP(k) = lnAs + (ns − 1) ln
(
k
k0
)
+
αs
2
[
ln
(
k
k0
)]2
. (2.21)
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2.3 Model 3 : Sharp cut off (SC)
This model assumes that there is sharp cut off in the primordial power spectrum at large
scale:
P (k) =

As
(
k
kc
)ns−1
, for k > kc
0, otherwise.
This model was considered in [48, 70] and constraints were found for the cut off scale. One
of the interesting features of this model is that it has just one extra parameter and fits the
data as closely as the exponential cut off model with two extra parameters which is discussed
in Sec. (2.6).
2.4 Model 4 : Pre-inflationary radiation domination (PIR)
In this model we take into account the effect of a pre-inflation radiation-dominated era which
can lead to modulations in the primordial power spectrum [23, 24, 53]. The transition from
a pre-inflation radiation-dominated phase to de-Sitter universe was first studied by Vilenkin
& Ford [53]:
P(k) = As k
1−ns 1
4y4
∣∣e−2iy(1 + 2iy) − 1− 2y2∣∣2 , (2.22)
where y = k/kc. The cut off scale kc is set by the Hubble parameter and is proportional
to k2. Here, current horizon crosses the horizon around the onset of inflation. This model
produces cut off followed by a bump like feature in the primordial power spectrum.
2.5 Model 5 : Pre-inflationary kinetic domination (PIK)
We also consider a model given in [21] which also produces cut off due to possible existence
of a kinetic stage in the pre-inflationary era, where the velocity of the scalar field was not
negligibly small. In order to affect the low-ℓ multipoles, this stage should occur very close
to the beginning of the last 65 e-fold period of inflation. If scales corresponding to the
current horizon have exited the horizon around the onset of inflation then this could cause
a significant drop on the large angular scales of the primordial spectrum. Here the inflation
potential is quadratic
V (φ) =
m2φφ
2
2
, (2.23)
with initial conditions given by φin = 18Mp, (dφ/dt)in ≃ −mφφin. The form of primordial
perturbations for pre-inflationary kinetic domination model can be expressed as
P(k) =
H2inf
2π2
k | A−B |2, (2.24)
where
A =
e−ik/Hinf√
32Hinf/π
[
H
(2)
0
(
k
2Hinf
)
−
(
Hinf
k
+ i
)
H
(2)
1
(
k
2Hinf
)]
,
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B =
eik/Hinf√
32Hinf/π
[
H
(2)
0
(
k
2Hinf
)
−
(
Hinf
k
− i
)
H
(2)
1
(
k
2Hinf
)]
,
Hinf denotes the Hubble parameter in physical units during inflation, H
(2)
0 and H
(2)
1 denote
the Hankel function of the second kind with order 0 and 1, respectively. Here the cut off is
proportional to k3. However, this model has a scale invariant primordial power spectrum for
large k and therefore is strongly disfavored by the current data, despite producing low CMB
power.
If we consider that quantum fluctuations originate in the Bunch-Davies vacuum as is
considered in [23] also 1, then the primordial power spectrum can be rewritten as:
P(k) = A′s
(
k
k0
)ns−1 H2inf
2π2
k | A−B |2, (2.25)
with
As = A
′
s
H2inf
2π2
k0 | A(k0)−B(k0) |
2. (2.26)
where k0 is the pivot scale.
This model also has one extra parameter Hinf which we constrain from WMAP 9 +
Planck data.
2.6 Model 6 : Exponential cut off (EC)
The primordial power spectrum which has lesser power at low k can also be approximated
by imposing an exponential cut off at k < kc [21, 70–72] on the power law model Po(k):
P(k) = Po(k)
[
1− e−(k/kc)
α
]
, (2.27)
where α is a measure of the steepness of the cut off. On small angular scales, this param-
eterization behaves as simple power law model and qualitative features in the CMB power
spectrum that determine the constraints on the cosmological parameters are not affected
except at the low-ℓ multipoles.
2.7 Model 7 : Starobinsky (SB)
Another model which predicts a step-like feature in P(k) was proposed by Starobinsky [54],
which assumes that there is a sharp change in slope of potential of the scalar field V (φ) at
certain φ0 which controls the inflationary stage. The general form of scalar field potential
which has a rapid change for such cases can be expressed as
V (φ) =
{
V0 +A+ (φ− φ0) φ > φ0
V0 +A− (φ− φ0) , φ < φ0
, (2.28)
1Note that the validity of imposing Bunch-Davies vacuum in Kinetic Domination regime at all scales is
questionable but this assumption does provide a specific form of model PPS to study.
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where A− and A+ are model parameters assumed to be greater than 0. It can be found that
if the width ∆φ ≈ (φ − φ0) of the singularity is small enough then the resulting adiabatic
primordial spectrum is non-flat around the point kc which can be expressed analytically in
terms of transfer function applied on any underlying power spectrum:
P(k) = Po(k)D
2(y,∆), (2.29)
where the transfer function is given by [73, 74],
D2(y,∆) =
[
1 +
9∆2
2
(
1
y
+
1
y3
)2
+
3∆
2
(
4 + 3∆ −
3∆
y4
)
1
y2
cos(2y)
+3∆
(
1− (1 + 3∆)
1
y2
−
3∆
y4
)
1
y
sin(2y)
]
. (2.30)
Here y = k/kc and ∆ =
A+−A−
A+
. In this model we have applied transfer function on simple
power law model Po(k). kc determines the location of the step and has no effect on the shape
of the spectrum besides the overall normalization. For R = A+/A− < 1, there is a sharp
decrease of spectrum followed by a bump at small k with large oscillations and a flat upper
plateau on small scales (see also [75]). For R > 1 this picture is inverted and has a step-down
like feature. Here, in this model for large k the modulation term becomes close to 1 and we
get simple power law model.
2.8 Model 8 : Starobinsky cut off (SBC)
As discussed in the previous section, Starobinsky’s transfer function can be imposed on
any class of primordial power spectrum. Here, in this model, we superimpose Starobinsky
modulation on an exponential cut off spectrum (model 6) with a adjustable sharpness of the
cut off:
P(k) = Po(k)
[
1− e−(ε k/kc)
α
]
D2(y,∆), (2.31)
where D2(y,∆) is the transfer function of the Starobinsky feature described in the previous
section and ε sets the ratio of the two cut off scales involved. This model has both exponential
(sharp) cut off and a Starobinsky model bump like feature in the power spectrum. Previously
Sinha & Souradeep [55] have found that this model provides best likelihood value among the
wide range of models discussed here. For simplicity, we reduce the degree of freedom of this
model by fixing ε=1. We found that this parameterization does not affect final results.
3 Methodology and parameter estimation
We employ Monte Carlo Markov Chain (MCMC) analysis to estimate the parameters of PPS
models we consider for our study and use publicly available code COSMOMC [76, 77] for this
purpose. COSMOMC uses publicly available code CAMB [78, 79] for computing angular power
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spectra of CMB anisotropies following a line of sight approach which was given in [80].
COSMOMC uses the likelihood code provided by the WMAP and Planck team for computing
the likelihood.
WMAP 9 parameter estimation methodology is given in [10] which is not very different
than what was outlined in [81]. WMAP 9 year likelihood code does not need any extra
parameter and computes the likelihood at low and high ℓ’s differently for the temperature
and polarization data. At low-ℓ (l ≤ 32) TT likelihood is computed from the angular power
spectrum estimated using Gibbs sampling and at high-ℓ (l > 32) TT likelihood is calculated
from the angular power spectrum estimated from an optimum quadratic estimator. For
polarization, high-ℓ (l > 23) TE, EE and BB likelihoods are computed using MASTER and
low-ℓ (l ≤ 23), TE, EE and BB likelihoods are computed in the pixel space.
Apart from WMAP 9 year temperature and polarization data, we also consider Planck
temperature data for our analysis which is also publicly available. Planck likelihood code
(discussed in [14] and downloadable from [82]) has different modules to compute likelihood
at low and high ℓ’s. Planck likelihood code also computes likelihood for low-ℓ polarization
data which it uses from WMAP 9 year data, however, we do not use that. We consider only
modules which compute TT-likelihood at low and high ℓ. At high-ℓ (up to ℓ=2500), Planck
likelihood code uses a code named CamSpec which has 14 extra parameter to take care of
foreground and other systematic. At low-ℓ (ℓ ≤ 49) Planck likelihood code uses COMMANDER.
Since we perform joint WMAP 9 + Planck analysis of CMB power spectrum, it is im-
portant to discuss about consistency between WMAP 9 and Planck data. Within in the
context of the ΛCDM model, it has been found that the values of some cosmological param-
eters like H0 obtained from Planck measurements are significantly different from WMAP 9
measurements. It was shown in [83] that WMAP 9 angular power spectrum is about 2.6%
higher at very high significance level at low ℓ’s, however, no significant bias was found at
high ℓ’s. Similarly, Planck team has reported the the inconsistency of the angular power
spectrum at multipoles ℓ ≤ 40 [14] and 2% difference of angular power spectra near the first
first acoustic peak [84]. It was also shown by [85] that although best fit model to Planck data
was consistent with WMAP 9 year data, but WMAP 9 best fit was found to be inconsistent
with Planck data at 3σ. Recently [86] revisited the analysis of the WMAP 9 data and they
also found found 2.5% difference in WMAP 9 and Planck spectra at ℓ ≥ 100 at 3-5σ level.
Although, some level of the inconsistency between cosmological measurements was found
arising from the Planck 217 × 217GHz detector [87], but there still remains significant ten-
sion. The tension between WMAP 9 and Planck data could be due the different systematics
present in the WMAP 9 and Planck data or it could signal the the failure of ΛCDM model
which could have far reaching consequences.
We modify CAMB and COSMOMC so that the extra parameters of the PPS models can be
incorporated and use priors as are given in Tab. (1). Since for running COSMOMC we need
covariance matrices also apart from prior range therefore we generate covariance matrices
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Parameter Name Symbol Prior Ranges
Baryon Density Ωbh
2 0.005-0.1
Cold Dark Matter Density Ωch
2 0.001-0.99
Angular size of Acoustic Horizon θ 0.5-10.0
Optical Depth τ 0.01-0.8
Scalar Spectral Index ns 0.5-1.5
Scalar Amplitude log1010As 2.7-4.0
Hubble Parameter at Inflation Hinf (Mpc
−1) 10−2-10−7
Running Index αs −1-1
Cut off Parameter kc (Mpc
−1) 0.0-0.01
Cut off Steepness Parameter α 1.0-15.0
Starobinsky Parameter ∆ 0.0-1
Table 1: Uniform prior used in parameter estimation.
from a few trial runs.
The cosmological parameterization has been carried out by using the six basic param-
eters (baryon density “Ωbh
2”, cold dark matter density “Ωch
2”, Thomson scattering optical
depth due to reionization “τ”, angular size of horizon “θ”, spectral index “ns” and scalar
amplitude “ln 1010As”) along with the parameters which describe the features in the PPS
i.e., kc, α, ∆ etc.
Apart from the standard six cosmological parameters, we keep the values of the rest of
the cosmological parameters constant. We have fixed the sum of physical masses of standard
neutrinos “ν”=0.6 eV, effective number of neutrinos “Neff”=3.046, Helium mass fraction
“YHe”=0.24 and the width of reionization 0.5. For the case of WMAP 9 year + Planck data
all the nuisance parameters of CamSpec where fixed to the standard values given in [11, 14].
We perform a Markov Chain Monte Carlo analysis to determine the values of the model
parameters that provide the best fit to the observed data from Planck and WMAP for CMB
power spectrum. Getdist was used with the chains generated by COSMOMC to produce 2D
contours and plots of the marginal posteriors.
3.1 Best fit parameters
We present the results of our analysis in terms of the best fit values and their mean values
with 1-σ errors (when possible) for the parameters of the PPS models which characterize
the primordial power spectrum. Since we find that the values of the rest of the cosmological
parameters are within acceptable range and do not show any interesting correlation with our
model parameters of PPS, so we do not present estimates for those here.
We present the estimates of model parameters for the WMAP 9 year and WMAP 9 year
+ Planck data in Tab. 2 with the values of -2log likelihood (or “χ2”). From the table we can
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see that all the models we consider give better fit to the data than the standard power law
model. However, the improvement is marginal. We also present the ranking of the models
later in this section.
WMAP 9 WMAP 9+Planck
Model Parameter Best Fit 68% Limit χ2 = −2 logL Best Fit 68 % Limit χ2 = −2 logL
1 (PL) 7558.0160 15382.9400
2 (RN) α -0.012 -0.012± 0.022 7557.7340 -0.009 -0.009 ± 0.006 15380.6580
3 (SC) 104kc 2.9149 2.3597± 0.9809 7555.6080 3.0449 2.5653±0.8250 15378.2840
4 (PIR) 104kc 0.3910 0.5909±0.5324 7557.9100 0.3941 <0.4296 15382.1560
5 (PIK) 104Hinf 2.0846 2.07836 ± 1.0052 7556.1900 2.1485 2.0934± 0.8973 15380.0950
6 (EC) 104kc 2.9244 2.4876±1.1406 7555.6700 2.9780 2.7752± 0.9237 15378.6420
α 7.6167 8.1354[NL] 9.22328 8.2764[NL]
7 (SB) 104kc 1.4724 < 12.83404 7556.1760 14.641 < 14.5739 15375.7760
∆ 0.3893 < 0.2583 0.0558 0.0696±0.0667
8 (SBC) 104kc 3.1313 < 0.1839 7555.7640 2.9149 < 0.23354 15378.3460
α 12.502 8.022[NL] 12.6627 8.1238[NL]
∆ 0.0037 <0.4509 0.055492 <0.2896
Table 2: The best fit and mean values of the extra parameters of PPS models we consider for the
WMAP 9 year and joint WMAP 9 year and Planck data. We find good constrains on the cut off
scales kc, however, our constrains on other parameters are poor. We were able to put upper limit on
the Starobinsky parameter ∆ but no limit (NL) was found for the exponential cut off parameter α.
One of the features which all of our models (apart from PL) have common is a cut
off at large scale we have and characterized by a scale kc. We find that cut off around
1.40 × 10−4 − 3.15 × 10−4Mpc−1 for most of the models discussed here, except for model
(4) which predicts much smaller value of kc for both data sets and model (7) which predicts
much larger values of kc for joint WMAP 9 year + Planck data set. Fig’s. (1), (2), (3), (4),
(5), (6) and (7) show the marginal one-dimensional posterior distributions and 2D contours
at 68% and 95% CL of the parameters describing PPS models discussed in the work. For
models (3), (6), (7), (8), we were able to obtain good bounds on the kc for the WMAP 9 +
Planck data as is clear from their two dimensional joint probability distributions. Fig. (8)
shows the WMAP 9 + Planck best fit primordial spectra for the range of models discussed
in this work. Note that all the models we consider here have cut off at large scale k < kc
and matched with the standard power law model at large k. Fig’s. (9) & (10) show the
corresponding angular power spectra CTTl obtained using best fit values of PPS parameters
and other standard cosmological parameters.
3.2 Model comparison
There are many methods for model comparison and have their own advantages and disad-
vantages. Two of the most common methods are Akaike Information Criteria or AIC [88]
and Bayesian Information Criteria or BIC [89]. BIC is considered more powerful than AIC
since it explicitly takes into account the number of data points when penalizing the models
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Figure 1: Two dimensional joint probability distributions and one dimensional marginal probability
distribution for the parameter 109As, ns and αs of the primordial power for RN model for WMAP 9
+ Planck data.
with more parameters. AIC has been most commonly used [74, 90] and is defined in the
following way:
AIC = −2 lnL(d|θ) + 2k, (3.1)
where L(d|θ) is likelihood, d data vector, θ ∈ Rk is the parameter vector and k is the number
of parameters. The best model is one which have minimum value of AIC. BIC is also defined
in the similar way:
BIC = −2 lnL(d|θ) + k lnN, (3.2)
where N is the number of data points.
The second terms in the RHS of equation (3.1) and (3.2) work as regularization functions
and penalize models with more number of parameters like any other regularization function
does and can be related to Maximum Entropy Method [51]. BIC is more conservative than
AIC since it puts stringent penalty for models with more fitting parameters for lnN >
2 i.e., the penalty term exceeds 2k. It is well known that AIC minimizes the Kullback-
Leibler divergence between the estimate from a candidate model and the true distribution
and BIC selects a model that maximizes the posterior probability distribution. For AIC,
∆AIC ≡ AICi−AICmin represents preference of model i over the the best fit model. Models
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Figure 2: Same as in Fig. (1) for the model 3 (SC). From the figure it is clear that the cut off scale
is quite well constrained from the data.
with ∆AIC ≤ 2 have substantial support, models with 4 < ∆AIC < 7 have considerably
less support and those with ∆AIC > 10 have essentially no support compared to best fit
model [91]. ∆BIC ≡ BICi − BICmin represents the preference of best fit model ( i.e
model with minimum value of BIC (BICmin)) over model i. ∆BIC values of ∆BIC ≤ 2,
2 < ∆BIC ≤ 6, 6 < ∆BIC ≤ 10 and ∆BIC > 10 represent weak, positive, strong and very
strong support for best fit model respectively [92]. However, in order to calculate BIC, it
is not straightforward to find out the number of independent data points (N) for WMAP
9 year + Planck data as it is a correlated data set. But it is clear that as the number
of data points is quite large, BIC becomes highly sensitive towards the number of extra
parameters. For a sensible estimates of N , we can assume 1168 (WMAP 9 Master TT ℓ’s) +
777 (MWAP 9 Master TE ℓ’s) + 1170 (WMAP 9 TT/TE/EE/BB low-ℓ chi2 pixels) + 2499
(Planck CamSpec+commander ℓ’s) = 5614 independent data points for WMAP 9 + Planck
data set. Therefore, we get for WMAP 9 data ln(N) = 8.04 and ln(N) = 8.63 for WMAP 9
+ Planck data set.
We present ∆AIC and ∆BIC values for the models we consider in Tab. (3). We find
that for the WMAP 9 year data, sharp cut off model (SC) gives the best (minimum) value
of AIC but is as good as power law model, however, for WMAP 9 year + Planck data
Starobinsky model (SB) has the lowest value of AIC which we believe is this due to the
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Figure 3: Marginal one dimensional probability distributions and two dimensional joint probability
distribution for the model 4 (PIR) which also has just one extra parameter for the WMAP 9 + Planck
data. For this model the constraints on kc are not that good as we have for model 3 (SC) which is
expected since the role of kc in this case is slightly different.
WMAP 9 WMAP 9+Planck
Model ∆AIC ∆BIC ∆AIC ∆BIC
1 (PL) 0.408 -5.632 3.164 -10.036
2 (RN) 2.126 2.126 2.882 -3.718
3 (SC) 0.000 0.000 0.508 -6.092
4 (PIR) 2.302 2.302 4.380 -2.22
5 (PIK) 0.582 0.582 4.319 -4.281
6 (EC) 2.062 8.102 2.866 2.866
7 (SB) 2.56 8.608 0.000 0.000
8 (SBC) 4.156 16.236 4.570 11.17
Table 3: This tables shows ∆AIC and ∆BIC for the different models for WMAP 9 and WMAP
9+Planck data. For WMAP 9 data we find that the sharp cut (SC) model (model 3) gives lowest AIC,
however, for WMAP 9 year + Planck, Starobinsky model (SB) model (model 7) gives the lowest AIC.
The reason behind model 7 being preferred by WMAP 9 year + Planck data is that it suppresses
power at higher angular scales ℓ ≤ 30. However, BIC always prefers power law model over the cut
off models because of least number of parameters.
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Figure 4: One dimensional marginalized probability distribution and contour plots for the parameters
of PPS for model 5 (PIK) with WMAP 9 + Planck data.
fact the this model gives suppression of power up a higher values of l as required by the
Planck data. Using BIC rule for model selection, one finds that power law model is always
favored over the cut off models. Moreover, among cut off models, model with lesser number
of parameters is always favored. It is also worth mentioning that model (8) has a larger value
of χ2 despite having more parameters and therefore is disfavored by the current data.
4 Discussion and conclusions
The observed CMB power spectrum is in striking agreement with the standard ΛCDM model
with almost scale-invariant adiabatic fluctuations produced during the inflationary epoch.
However in such studies, some anomalies have been observed such as low CMB power on
large angular scales. It has been observed that inflationary epoch cannot be well described
by simple form of scalar power spectrum based on the smooth slow roll approximation and
the presence of the cut off in the primordial power spectrum is essential for extension of this
simplistic picture in order to explain low CMB anomaly. In this work, we have explored
different parameterizations of inflationary driven primordial spectra which have cut off at
large angular scales so as to describe low CMB anomaly.
We have analyzed the complete CMB data sets of WMAP 9 year and Planck. We
perform a Markov Chain Monte Carlo analysis to determine parameters that provide the best
fit to the data for the CMB angular power spectrum. We find that primordial power spectrum
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Figure 5: We find that the likelihood for WMAP 9 + Planck data is not very sensitive for parameter
α for model 6 (EC) so we have poor constrains (any value of α > 5 value is as good as any other
value). However, for this model we also obtain good constrains on the cut off scale kc.
with cut off, in general, leads to improvement of the likelihood and marginal preference for
a non vanishing cut off scale of kc in some cases. Due to the large variance in the CMB
temperature at low multipoles, we could only place weak constraints on some parameters of
our model like α, however, our constrains on the cut off scale are fairly good.
In order to quantify the significance of the fits we have used Akaike information criterion
and Bayesian information criterion. We find that for the WMAP 9 data, among various
models discussed here, model (3) which has sharp cut off provides best likelihood value, but
is as good as power law model as per AIC. For the WMAP 9 year + Planck data set, we
find only Starobinsky’s model (7) is able to explain suppression up to multipoles ℓ ≤ 30 as is
indicated by the much large value of the kc = 14.64 × 10
−4 Mpc−1 and is slightly preferred
over other models as per AIC. Although, Starobinskys model improves the fit in the Planck
CMB power spectrum in the region ℓ ≤ 30, the produced suppression is still not enough and
there is some scope of improvement in the fit. However, using BIC, one finds that power
law model is always preferred over all cut off models.
It is also important to note that the power suppression in the CMB anisotropy is cur-
rently a subject of intense debate. The CMB suppression could be caused by other mecha-
nisms and therefore, it is important to improve and develop current techniques which allow
us better understanding of CMB suppression. There are also models such as [93–95] which
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Figure 6: For model 7 (SB), we find upper limits for the fitting parameters kc and ∆ for the WMAP
9 + Planck data.
have oscillations superimposed on primordial power spectrum which also provide better fit to
CMB power spectrum, but in these models the cut off is not evident as is preferred by current
data and oscillations cover over whole range of k (unlike the models discussed here, where
oscillations die out after the cut off). Finally, we conclude that the present motivation for the
low CMB power at small ℓ with an infrared cut off is very high and there is significant scope
in improving the estimates of power suppression on the basis of modeling of the primordial
power spectrum with the upcoming and future data.
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Figure 7: Like model 6 (EC), we find for model 8 (SBC) poor constraints for α, however, we find
good constrains for the parameter kc and ∆ for the WMAP 9 + Planck data.
Figure 8: The best fit primordial spectra for the models consider for our analysis using WMAP 9 +
Planck data. Note that all the models we considered in this work have cut off at large scale k < kc
and matched with the standard power law model. All the models we consider give better likelihood
than the pure power law model.
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Figure 9: The best fit angular power spectra CTT
l
for the models of PPS we consider using WMAP
9 + Planck data. The observed data points for WMAP 9 + Planck data are also shown by red dots
and blue triangles respectively with error bars.
Figure 10: Same as in Fig. (9) at low-ℓ. This figure shows that the model 7 (SB) gives power
suppression up to a large values of l so fit the Planck data better than other models.
References
[1] A. H. Guth, Inflationary universe: A possible solution to the horizon and flatness problems,
Phys. Rev. D. 23 (Jan., 1981) 347.
[2] S. W. Hawking, The development of irregularities in a single bubble inflationary universe,
– 20 –
Physics Letters B 115 (Sept., 1982) 295.
[3] A. A. Starobinsky, Dynamics of phase transition in the new inflationary universe scenario and
generation of perturbations, Physics Letters B 117 (Nov., 1982) 175.
[4] A. H. Guth and S.-Y. Pi, Fluctuations in the new inflationary universe, Physical Review
Letters 49 (Oct., 1982) 1110.
[5] A. R. Liddle and D. H. Lyth, The cold dark matter density perturbation, Phys. Rep. 231 (Aug.,
1993) 1, [astro-ph/9303019].
[6] A. R. Liddle and D. H. Lyth, Cosmological Inflation and Large-Scale Structure. Cambridge
University Press, Apr., 2000.
[7] A. R. Liddle, P. Parsons, and J. D. Barrow, Formalizing the slow-roll approximation in
inflation, Phys. Rev. D. 50 (Dec., 1994) 7222, [astro-ph/9408015].
[8] A. Linde, Particle Physics and Inflationary Cosmology, ArXiv High Energy Physics - Theory
e-prints (Mar., 2005) [hep-th/0503203].
[9] C. L. Bennett, D. Larson, J. L. Weiland, N. Jarosik, G. Hinshaw, N. Odegard, K. M. Smith,
R. S. Hill, B. Gold, M. Halpern, E. Komatsu, M. R. Nolta, L. Page, D. N. Spergel, E. Wollack,
J. Dunkley, A. Kogut, M. Limon, S. S. Meyer, G. S. Tucker, and E. L. Wright, Nine-year
Wilkinson Microwave Anisotropy Probe (WMAP) Observations: Final Maps and Results,
Astrophys. J. Suppl. Ser. 208 (Oct., 2013) 20, [arXiv:1212.5225].
[10] G. Hinshaw, D. Larson, E. Komatsu, D. N. Spergel, C. L. Bennett, J. Dunkley, M. R. Nolta,
M. Halpern, R. S. Hill, N. Odegard, L. Page, K. M. Smith, J. L. Weiland, B. Gold, N. Jarosik,
A. Kogut, M. Limon, S. S. Meyer, G. S. Tucker, E. Wollack, and E. L. Wright, Nine-year
Wilkinson Microwave Anisotropy Probe (WMAP) Observations: Cosmological Parameter
Results, Astrophys. J. Suppl. Ser. 208 (Oct., 2013) 19, [arXiv:1212.5226].
[11] Planck Collaboration, P. A. R. Ade, N. Aghanim, C. Armitage-Caplan, M. Arnaud,
M. Ashdown, F. Atrio-Barandela, J. Aumont, C. Baccigalupi, A. J. Banday, and et al., Planck
2013 results. XVI. Cosmological parameters, Astronomy & Astrophysics 571 (Nov., 2014) A16,
[arXiv:1303.5076].
[12] Y.-P. Jing and L.-Z. Fang, An infrared cutoff revealed by the two years of COBE observations
of cosmic temperature fluctuations, Physical Review Letters 73 (Oct., 1994) 1882,
[astro-ph/9409072].
[13] C. L. Bennett, R. S. Hill, G. Hinshaw, D. Larson, K. M. Smith, J. Dunkley, B. Gold,
M. Halpern, N. Jarosik, A. Kogut, E. Komatsu, M. Limon, S. S. Meyer, M. R. Nolta,
N. Odegard, L. Page, D. N. Spergel, G. S. Tucker, J. L. Weiland, E. Wollack, and E. L. Wright,
Seven-year Wilkinson Microwave Anisotropy Probe (WMAP) Observations: Are There Cosmic
Microwave Background Anomalies?, Astrophys. J. Suppl. Ser. 192 (Feb., 2011) 17,
[arXiv:1001.4758].
[14] Planck Collaboration, P. A. R. Ade, N. Aghanim, C. Armitage-Caplan, M. Arnaud,
M. Ashdown, F. Atrio-Barandela, J. Aumont, C. Baccigalupi, A. J. Banday, and et al., Planck
2013 results. XV. CMB power spectra and likelihood, Astronomy & Astrophysics 571 (Nov.,
2014) A15, [arXiv:1303.5075].
– 21 –
[15] D. K. Hazra and A. Shafieloo, Confronting the concordance model of cosmology with Planck
data, JCAP 1 (Jan., 2014) 43, [arXiv:1401.0595].
[16] A. Shafieloo, T. Clifton, and P. Ferreira, The crossing statistic: dealing with unknown errors in
the dispersion of Type Ia supernovae, JCAP 08 (Oct., 2011) 017, [arXiv:1006.2141].
[17] A. Shafieloo, Crossing statistic: Bayesian interpretation, model selection and resolving dark
energy parametrization problem, JCAP 05 (May, 2012) 014, [arXiv:1202.4808].
[18] A. Shafieloo, Crossing statistic: reconstructing the expansion history of the universe, JCAP 08
(Aug., 2012) 014, [arXiv:1204.1109].
[19] G. Efstathiou, The statistical significance of the low cosmic microwave background mulitipoles,
Mon. Not. R. Astron. Soc. 346 (Dec., 2003) L26–L30, [astro-ph/0306431].
[20] J. Martin, C. Ringeval, and V. Vennin, Encyclopaedia Inflationaris, ArXiv e-prints (Mar.,
2013) [arXiv:1303.3787].
[21] C. R. Contaldi, M. Peloso, L. Kofman, and A. Linde, Suppressing the lower multipoles in the
CMB anisotropies, JCAP 7 (July, 2003) 2, [astro-ph/0303636].
[22] D. Boyanovsky, H. J. de Vega, and N. G. Sanchez, CMB quadrupole suppression. I. Initial
conditions of inflationary perturbations, Phys. Rev. D. 74 (Dec., 2006) 123006,
[astro-ph/0607508].
[23] B. A. Powell and W. H. Kinney, Pre-inflationary vacuum in the cosmic microwave background,
Phys. Rev. D. 76 (Sept., 2007) 063512, [astro-ph/0612006].
[24] I.-C. Wang and K.-W. Ng, Effects of a preinflation radiation-dominated epoch to CMB
anisotropy, Phys. Rev. D. 77 (Apr., 2008) 083501, [arXiv:0704.2095].
[25] S. Das, G. Goswami, J. Prasad, and R. Rangarajan, Revisiting a pre-inflationary radiation era
and its effect on the CMB power spectrum, ArXiv e-prints (Dec., 2014) [arXiv:1412.7093].
[26] B. J. Broy, D. Roest, and A. Westphal, The Power Spectrum of Inflationary Attractors, ArXiv
e-prints (Aug., 2014) [arXiv:1408.5904].
[27] M. Cicoli, S. Downes, B. Dutta, F. G. Pedro, and A. Westphal, Just enough inflation: power
spectrum modifications at large scales, JCAP 12 (Dec., 2014) 30, [arXiv:1407.1048].
[28] A. Berera, L.-Z. Fang, and G. Hinshaw, Attempt to determine the largest scale of primordial
density perturbations in the universe, Phys. Rev. D. 57 (Feb., 1998) 2207, [astro-ph/9703020].
[29] S. Das and T. Souradeep, Suppressing CMB low multipoles with ISW effect, JCAP 2 (Feb.,
2014) 2, [arXiv:1312.0025].
[30] G. Efstathiou, Is the low cosmic microwave background quadrupole a signature of spatial
curvature?, Mon. Not. R. Astron. Soc. 343 (Aug., 2003) L95–L98, [astro-ph/0303127].
[31] J.-P. Luminet, J. R. Weeks, A. Riazuelo, R. Lehoucq, and J.-P. Uzan, Dodecahedral space
topology as an explanation for weak wide-angle temperature correlations in the cosmic
microwave background, Nature. 425 (Oct., 2003) 593–595, [astro-ph/0310253].
[32] L. Campanelli, P. Cea, and L. Tedesco, Ellipsoidal Universe Can Solve the Cosmic Microwave
Background Quadrupole Problem, Physical Review Letters 97 (Sept., 2006) 131302,
– 22 –
[astro-ph/0606266].
[33] L. Campanelli, P. Cea, and L. Tedesco, Cosmic microwave background quadrupole and
ellipsoidal universe, Phys. Rev. D. 76 (Sept., 2007) 063007, [arXiv:0706.3802].
[34] A. Hajian and T. Souradeep, Measuring the Statistical Isotropy of the Cosmic Microwave
Background Anisotropy, Astrophys. J. Lett. 597 (Nov., 2003) L5–L8, [astro-ph/0308001].
[35] C. Gordon and W. Hu, Low CMB quadrupole from dark energy isocurvature perturbations,
Phys. Rev. D. 70 (Oct., 2004) 083003, [astro-ph/0406496].
[36] Y.-S. Piao, B. Feng, and X. Zhang, Suppressing the CMB quadrupole with a bounce from the
contracting phase to inflation, Phys. Rev. D. 69 (May, 2004) 103520, [hep-th/0310206].
[37] Z.-G. Liu, Z.-K. Guo, and Y.-S. Piao, Obtaining the CMB anomalies with a bounce from the
contracting phase to inflation, Phys. Rev. D. 88 (Oct., 2013) 063539, [arXiv:1304.6527].
[38] F. Scardigli, C. Gruber, and P. Chen, Black hole remnants in the early universe, Phys. Rev. D.
83 (Mar., 2011) 063507, [arXiv:1009.0882].
[39] J. McDonald, Hemispherical power asymmetry from a space-dependent component of the
adiabatic power spectrum, Phys. Rev. D. 89 (June, 2014) 127303, [arXiv:1403.2076].
[40] J. McDonald, Negative running of the spectral index, hemispherical asymmetry and the
consistency of Planck with large r, JCAP 11 (Nov., 2014) 012, [arXiv:1403.6650].
[41] N. Kitazawa and A. Sagnotti, String Theory clues for the low-$\ell$ CMB ?, ArXiv e-prints
(Nov., 2014) [arXiv:1411.6396].
[42] A. Barrau, T. Cailleteau, J. Grain, and J. Mielczarek, Observational issues in loop quantum
cosmology, Classical and Quantum Gravity 31 (Mar., 2014) 053001, [arXiv:1309.6896].
[43] S. Hannestad, Reconstructing the inflationary power spectrum from cosmic microwave
background radiation data, Phys. Rev. D. 63 (Feb., 2001) 043009, [astro-ph/0009296].
[44] P. Mukherjee and Y. Wang, Model-independent Reconstruction of the Primordial Power
Spectrum from Wilkinson Microwave Anistropy Probe Data, Astrophys. J. 599 (Dec., 2003)
1–6, [astro-ph/0303211].
[45] S. L. Bridle, A. M. Lewis, J. Weller, and G. Efstathiou, Reconstructing the primordial power
spectrum, Mon. Not. R. Astron. Soc. 342 (July, 2003) L72–L78, [astro-ph/0302306].
[46] A. Shafieloo and T. Souradeep, Primordial power spectrum from WMAP, Phys. Rev. D. 70
(Aug., 2004) 043523, [astro-ph/0312174].
[47] A. Shafieloo, T. Souradeep, P. Manimaran, P. K. Panigrahi, and R. Rangarajan, Features in
the primordial spectrum from WMAP: A wavelet analysis, Phys. Rev. D. 75 (June, 2007)
123502, [astro-ph/0611352].
[48] M. Bridges, F. Feroz, M. P. Hobson, and A. N. Lasenby, Bayesian optimal reconstruction of the
primordial power spectrum, Mon. Not. R. Astron. Soc. 400 (Dec., 2009) 1075–1084,
[arXiv:0812.3541].
[49] G. Nicholson, C. R. Contaldi, and P. Paykari, Reconstruction of the primordial power spectrum
by direct inversion, JCAP 1 (Jan., 2010) 16, [arXiv:0909.5092].
– 23 –
[50] F. Lanusse, P. Paykari, J.-L. Starck, F. Sureau, J. Bobin, and A. Rassat, PRISM: Recovery of
the primordial spectrum from Planck data, Astronomy & Astrophysics 571 (Nov., 2014) L1,
[arXiv:1410.2571].
[51] G. Goswami and J. Prasad, Maximum entropy deconvolution of primordial power spectrum,
Phys. Rev. D. 88 (July, 2013) 023522, [arXiv:1303.4747].
[52] Planck Collaboration, P. A. R. Ade, N. Aghanim, C. Armitage-Caplan, M. Arnaud,
M. Ashdown, F. Atrio-Barandela, J. Aumont, C. Baccigalupi, A. J. Banday, and et al., Planck
2013 results. XXII. Constraints on inflation, Astronomy & Astrophysics 571 (Nov., 2014) A22,
[arXiv:1303.5082].
[53] A. Vilenkin and L. H. Ford, Gravitational effects upon cosmological phase transitions, Phys.
Rev. D. 26 (Sept., 1982) 1231.
[54] A. A. Starobinsky, Spectrum of adiabatic perturbations in the universe when there are
singularities in the inflationary potential., Soviet Journal of Experimental and Theoretical
Physics Letters 55 (May, 1992) 489.
[55] R. Sinha and T. Souradeep, Post-WMAP assessment of infrared cutoff in the primordial
spectrum from inflation, Phys. Rev. D. 74 (Aug., 2006) 043518, [astro-ph/0511808].
[56] A. Kosowsky and M. S. Turner, CBR anisotropy and the running of the scalar spectral index,
Phys. Rev. D. 52 (Aug., 1995) 1739, [astro-ph/9504071].
[57] P. A. R. Ade, R. W. Aikin, D. Barkats, S. J. Benton, C. A. Bischoff, J. J. Bock, J. A. Brevik,
I. Buder, E. Bullock, C. D. Dowell, L. Duband, J. P. Filippini, S. Fliescher, S. R. Golwala, and
et el., Detection of B-Mode Polarization at Degree Angular Scales by BICEP2, Physical Review
Letters 112 (June, 2014) 241101, [arXiv:1403.3985].
[58] H. Liu, A. Mertsch, and S. Sarkar, Fingerprints of Galactic Loop I on the Cosmic Microwave
Background, Astrophys. J. Lett. 789 (July, 2014) L29, [arXiv:1404.1899].
[59] Planck Collaboration, R. Adam, P. A. R. Ade, N. Aghanim, M. Arnaud, J. Aumont,
C. Baccigalupi, B. A. J., and et al., Planck intermediate results. XXX. The angular power
spectrum of polarized dust emission at intermediate and high Galactic latitudes, ArXiv e-prints
(Sept., 2014) [arXiv:1409.5738].
[60] W. Hu and S. Dodelson, Cosmic Microwave Background Anisotropies, Annu. Rev. Astron.
Astrophys. 40 (Sept., 2002) 171, [astro-ph/0110414].
[61] D. K. Hazra, A. Shafieloo, and T. Souradeep, Primordial power spectrum from Planck, JCAP
11 (Nov., 2014) 011, [arXiv:1406.4827].
[62] D. K. Hazra, A. Shafieloo, and G. F. Smoot, Reconstruction of broad features in the primordial
spectrum and inflaton potential from Planck, JCAP 12 (Dec., 2013) 35, [arXiv:1310.3038].
[63] B. Hu, J.-W. Hu, Z.-K. Guo, and R.-G. Cai, Reconstruction of the primordial power spectra
with Planck and BICEP2 data, Phys. Rev. D. 90 (July, 2014) 023544, [arXiv:1404.3690].
[64] P. Hunt and S. Sarkar, Reconstruction of the primordial power spectrum of curvature
perturbations using multiple data sets, JCAP 1 (Jan., 2014) 25, [arXiv:1308.2317].
[65] R. Easther and H. V. Peiris, Implications of a running spectral index for slow roll inflation,
– 24 –
JCAP 9 (Sept., 2006) 10, [astro-ph/0604214].
[66] T. Kobayashi and F. Takahashi, Running spectral index from inflation with modulations, JCAP
1 (Jan., 2011) 26, [arXiv:1011.3988].
[67] M. Czerny, T. Kobayashi, and F. Takahashi, Running spectral index from large-field inflation
with modulations revisited, Physics Letters B 735 (July, 2014) 176–180, [arXiv:1403.4589].
[68] G. Ballesteros, J. A. Casas, and J. R. Espinosa, The running spectral index as a probe of
physics at high scales, JCAP 03 (Mar., 2006) 001, [hep-ph/0601134v2].
[69] J. A. Ballesteros, G.and Casas, J. R. Espinosa, R. Ruiz de Austri, and R. Trotta, Flat tree-level
inflationary potentials in the light of cosmic microwave background and large scale structure
data, JCAP 03 (Mar., 2008) 38, [arXiv:0711.3436].
[70] M. Bridges, A. N. Lasenby, and M. P. Hobson, A Bayesian analysis of the primordial power
spectrum, Mon. Not. R. Astron. Soc. 369 (July, 2006) 1123–1130, [astro-ph/0511573].
[71] J. M. Cline, P. Crotty, and J. Lesgourgues, Does the small CMB quadrupole moment suggest
new physics?, JCAP 9 (Sept., 2003) 10, [astro-ph/0304558].
[72] C. Gibelyou, D. Huterer, and W. Fang, Detectability of large-scale power suppression in the
galaxy distribution, Phys. Rev. D. 82 (Dec., 2010) 123009, [arXiv:1007.0757].
[73] J. Martin and L. Sriramkumar, The scalar bi-spectrum in the Starobinsky model: the equilateral
case, JCAP 1 (Jan., 2012) 8, [arXiv:1109.5838].
[74] C. R. Contaldi, M. Peloso, and L. Sorbo, Suppressing the impact of a high tensor-to-scalar ratio
on the temperature anisotropies, JCAP 7 (July, 2014) 14, [arXiv:1403.4596].
[75] G. Goswami and T. Souradeep, Power spectrum nulls due to nonstandard inflationary
evolution, Phys. Rev. D. 83 (Jan., 2011) 023526, [arXiv:1011.4914].
[76] A. Lewis and A. Challinor, Evolution of cosmological dark matter perturbations, Phys. Rev. D.
66 (July, 2002) 023531, [astro-ph/0203507].
[77] http://cosmologist.info/cosmomc/.
[78] A. Lewis, A. Challinor, and A. Lasenby, Efficient Computation of Cosmic Microwave
Background Anisotropies in Closed Friedmann-Robertson-Walker Models, Astrophys. J. 538
(Aug., 2000) 473–476, [astro-ph/9911177].
[79] http://camb.info/.
[80] U. Seljak and M. Zaldarriaga, A Line-of-Sight Integration Approach to Cosmic Microwave
Background Anisotropies, Astrophys. J. 469 (Oct., 1996) 437, [astro-ph/9603033].
[81] L. Verde, H. V. Peiris, D. N. Spergel, M. R. Nolta, C. L. Bennett, M. Halpern, G. Hinshaw,
N. Jarosik, A. Kogut, M. Limon, S. S. Meyer, L. Page, G. S. Tucker, E. Wollack, and E. L.
Wright, First-Year Wilkinson Microwave Anisotropy Probe (WMAP) Observations: Parameter
Estimation Methodology, Astrophys. J. Suppl. Ser. 148 (Sept., 2003) 195–211,
[astro-ph/0302218].
[82] http://wiki.cosmos.esa.int/planckpla/index.php/Main Page.
[83] A. Kova´cs,, J. Carron, and I. Szapudi, Crossing statistic: reconstructing the expansion history
– 25 –
of the universe, Mon. Not. R. Astron. Soc. 436 (Aug., 2013) 1422, [arXiv:1307.1111].
[84] Planck Collaboration, P. A. R. Ade, M. Arnaud, M. Ashdown, J. Aumont, C. Baccigalupi,
A. J. Banday, R. B. Barreiro, E. Battaner, K. Benabed, and et al., Planck 2013 results. XXXI.
Consistency of the Planck data, Astronomy & Astrophysics 571 (Nov., 2014) A31.
[85] D. K. Hazra and A. Shafieloo, Test of consistency between Planck and WMAP, Phys. Rev. D.
89 (Jan., 2014) 043004, [arXiv:1308.2911].
[86] D. Larson, J. L. Weiland, G. Hinshaw, and C. L. Bennett, Comparing Planck and WMAP:
Maps, Spectra, and Parameters, Astrophys. J. 801 (Mar., 2015) 21, [arXiv:1409.7718].
[87] D. Spergel, R. Flauger, and R. Hlozek, Planck Data Reconsidered, Phys. Rev. D. 91 (Dec.,
2013) 023518, [arXiv:1312.3313].
[88] H. Akaike, A new look at the statistical model identification, Automatic Control, IEEE
Transactions on 19 (Dec., 1974) 716.
[89] G. Schwarz, Estimating the Dimension of a Model, Ann. Statist. 6 (Mar., 1978) 461.
[90] A. R. Liddle, How many cosmological parameters?, Mon. Not. R. Astron. Soc. 351 (July,
2004) L49–L53, [astro-ph/0401198].
[91] P. B. Kenneth and R. A. David, Model Selection and Multimodel Inference: A Practical
Information-Theoretic Approach. Springer Science and Business Media, 2002.
[92] R. Kass and A. Raftery, Bayes factors, Journal of the American Statistical Association 90
(Mar., 1995) 773.
[93] R. Easther, B. R. Greene, W. H. Kinney, and G. Shiu, Inflation as a probe of short distance
physics, Phys. Rev. D. 64 (Nov., 2001) 103502, [hep-th/0104102].
[94] R. Flauger, L. McAllister, E. Pajer, A. Westphal, and G. Xu, Oscillations in the CMB from
axion monodromy inflation, JCAP 6 (June, 2010) 9, [arXiv:0907.2916].
[95] P. Adshead, C. Dvorkin, W. Hu, and E. A. Lim, Non-Gaussianity from step features in the
inflationary potential, Phys. Rev. D. 85 (Jan., 2012) 023531, [arXiv:1110.3050].
– 26 –
